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necessarily deprives a man of his status that his birth has given
him* The four divisions define a man's calling, they do not res-
trict or regulate social intercourse. The divisions define duties,
they confer no privileges. It is, I hold, against the genius of Hindu-
ism to arrogate to oneself a higher status or assign to another a
lower. All are born to serve God's creation, a Brahmin with his
knowledge, a Kshatriya with his power of protection, a Vaisya
with his commercial ability and a Sudra with his bodily labour.
This however does not mean that a Brahmin for instance is absolved
from bodily labour, or the duty of protecting himself and others.
His birth makes a Brahmin predominantly a man of knowledge,
the fittest by heredity and training to impart it to others. There is
nothing, again, to prevent the Sudra from acquiring all the
knowledge he wishes. Only, he will best serve with his body and
need not envy others their special qualities for service. But a Brah-
min who claims superiority by right of knowledge falls and has no
knowledge* And so with the others who pride themselves upon
their special qualities. Varn&shrama is self-restraint and conser-
vation and economy of energy.

Though therefore vamashrama is not affected by inter-dining
or inter-marriage, Hinduism does most emphatically discourage
inter-dining and inter-marriage between divisions. Hinduism
reached the highest limit of self-restraint. It is undoubtedly a reli-
gion of renunciation of the flesh so that the spirit may be set free.
It is no part of a Hindu's duty to dine with his son. And by res-
tricting his choice of a bride to a particular group, he exercises
rare self-restraint. Hinduism does not regard a married state as
by any means essential for salvation. Marriage is a "fall" even as
birth is a "fall". Salvation is freedom from birth and hence death
also. Prohibition against inter-marriage and inter-dining is essen-
tial for a rapid evolution of the soul. But this self-denial is no test
of wmta. A Brahmin may remain a Brahmin, though he may dine
with his Sudra brother, if he has not left off his duty of service
by knowledge. It follows from what I have said above, that res-
traint in matters of marriage and dining is not based upon no-
tions of superiority. A Hindu who refuses to dine with another
from a sense of superiority misrepresents his dharma.

Unfortunately, today Hinduism seems to consist merely in
eating and not-eating. Once I horrified a pious Hindu by taking
toast at a Mussulman's house, I saw, that he was pained to sec
me pouring milk into a cup handed by a Mussulman friend, but
his anguish knew no bounds when he saw me taking toast at the
Mussulman's hands. Hinduism is in danger of losing its substance